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STRUCTURE: A CROSS-CULTURAL RHETORIC OF 
ARGUMENTATIVE TEXTS 
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ABSTRACT 


A yu 


This study examined and compared the rhetorical structure of 
argumentative texts written by three groups of university students: 
r Vl 33<GANAS|HK" t t,L n p >n ^ , Sl n tCXtS wriWen b y Indonesian native speakers 




:n bs 


1 - 3 native ^ 

° A E Ft Fnit'L- en r ng ‘ Sh tCXtS Wntten by E °g ,ish native speakers 
ut'r r 8 ‘ ne ffgamentative text analysis model developed 
by Tirkkonen-Condit (1984 and 1986) and Connor (1990), the data 

ysed US '" g t °P' down and bottom-up analysis techniques 

::-r rg ! n,S r al text level - The resul <s indicated that the 
text organisational structures of argumentative texts in English 
and in Indonesian were different in respect of the freouencv of 
anH U nf 1 rif ° f rfcPons— introduction, evaluation and conclusion— 
L'6U37 w ^hin f t K he sub : sectl0ns . of refutation, sub-claim, and induction 

n the preulem section. Cultural differences between English 

rh^r,rvl? n ^ : fr an ma >' have played a crucial role in the 'text 
in H? nca f dl / er . el J5 es - Also > the I E. text features are more sim'l ir 
to those o. the A.E. texts than to those of the I.I. texts. The stuuv 
indicates that the Indonesian students need to study 'he 
conventions of rhetorical structures and text features of English 

texo-^En^Tis^' 5 ° rdCr t0 be able t0 write good argumentative 
INTRODUCTION 

ImHM^ eSti0n ° f n hether ? r n °t cultural thought patterns influence language 
, eSP ^ iaI y m wn y en form > has become the object of an on-going 

(KanianTo™ w lntr ° du f ed the controversial issue in his seminal work 
(Kapian 1972). In fact, Kaplan followed the “Sapir-Worf hypothesis of Iin 

L U H ,l C reIat ‘ vlt y” r h3ch su 88 ests that "Afferent languages affect irception 
and thought in different ways” (Connor 1996:28). Since then, a mjmber of 
oinparative rhetoncal studies have been carried out in an attempt to examine 

*5* t J 10Ughl pattern ma y or ma y not affect the rhetorical struc- 
ture of a particular language. 

Indonesian language is unique, especially from the socio-cultural geo- 
graphica 1 and historical perspectives. Geographically, Indonesia is one of the 
-astern or oriental countries which, according lo Kaplan (1972), have an indir- 
ec or circular rhetoncal style. In other words, it is expected that Indonesian 
rhetorical styles should be similar to those of Chinese or Japanese. However 
historically, Indonesia was a Dutch colony for about three and a half cen- 
.uries ihe colonisation era might have influenced the Indonesian rhetorical 
style by exposing it to the rhetoric of Medieval European culture (including 
Dutch) which, according to Kaplan, has a linear style. Another influence 
might have come from the Islamic culture as Islam is the major religion ; n 
ARAL 22,2:85-102© ALAA 2000 
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Of (he Ipam^ic referenceTare cu h lture since the majority 

been affected by Arabic which according f ^ . an r ^ etonc mi S ht have also 
style. In other words, the TnHrm*. * u has a parallel rhetorical 

cally associated with the oriental strte rheto f lcal st y |e * although geographi- 
are different from the oriental rhetorical’ styles ^ S ° me characteristics which 

S?vl r r tiVe . Rhet0riCa: . StUdieS ° n Ar «tative Texts 

texts and !he S te^Tn a Ihe U 0 d rienta| 1 gra^flT ^ tex,s between the English 
Choi (1988), for example has e * ,anguages have been carried out. 

tures of English argumentative h?p P r^ the . rhe ‘orical struc- 

Korean native speakers and the Korean araumenf? 8 ' Sh natJVe speaker s and 
fa" native speakers. He found tS difSh ^ ^ produced by Kor- 
texts written by Korean native speakers have no and Korfc an argumentative 
but the English texts by the Enehsh native no , slngle Predominant pattern 
pattern in which every claim in £ LxS ^fonn t0 f ° 1,OW a linear 

then by concluding units. The similarity ) Wed by porting ideas and 
according to Choi, is that the’/ all have a r 'a mt" thre ? groups of te *?, 
the writer s point and address the situation i ^ JnitIai Unit presenting 

Choi conclude < Uiat. with r-^A Ct l h° * ai ?f e . va,uatj °n sections. However, 
texts produced by the Korean 'v™' c ,ne “ r,t y m text structure, the English 
model than to the native Ko,^n rnedeh t0 the native English 

Enghsh 'ha? Ko^SSwho w'otet 

English 10 '' 03 ' $tyle may have been influenced* by\he^etcrical V s^ylc^of 

that whefher'o^not^cad'emic S th ° SC °. f Eg 2 iR ? ton 0987) who sugge^s 
Korean writers are mIT 5 * UC “ res ia En ^ h b > 

whether or no: the writers of the text! W h' Speakers depends on 
speaking country. I n other words bmh'^h ^"i £ a,nea in an English 
educational experiences play a more crucial S'- a " d f Eg S. ln o t0r ' claim that 

Of Kaptat s S “'^eta«e f, 0 ^ ta B (another membcr 

E'Hffd b >' all inexperienced or no J ce % C ? mmon Problems ex- 
f‘ r a ' ,n . that not all Chinese writing style ?s c^r S' h '" ? nd Lo go to 
of deductive paragraphs taken fmm L i ? f and S ive father examples 
books on composition in which student/^ f Ct , S and fr ? m several Chinese 
paragraph containing a main idea A. rim 'hr f Jgnt . tfle im P ortan ce of each 
Kirkpatrick (1994 and 1997) who oaiZ' , ?? ha ?.. bsen Put forward by 
rhetorical style of Chinese .,n2f P lS . uut that, unlike the Japanese the 

by the Western (Enghsh) rhetorical Ttvh'llTan h T* !* ely t0 influenced 
first language. ° ,lcaJ st y ,e than by the rhetorical style of thrir 
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does not have much to do with the dlffer-nce^ITcS? rh f t rical text structure 
>s on.y a matter of choice or DreferenS' K" u thou 8 ht patterns; it 

although a particular pattern is commo^n a S^ P T Ck f Urther claims that * 
does not belong only to that X 1!^ * cu,ture - a pattern 
pattern as well for a particular purpose In »HrfV UreS f may bave use d such a 
that within a particular culture tKs a ranie^f L ’ ddicoat 0997) argues 
appropriateness is determined bv rhe 2 ra . nge . of appropriate styles; the 
course community which can be differentTr im'th ° eedS ° f a particu,ar dis * 
community within the same culture f lbose ,n another discourse 

fluencing the tho^hita^ ^. aim on the culture in- 

carried out a study on areumenrariv.T , °. ut J? y Rubin, et al. (1990) She 
and discovered that Japanese students tenlt En § h ! h b y Japanese students 
s.de m an argument; this fe onaHv 1™'* Sh T ng their Position 5 
claims that this is the way JapaS! ,n J order t0 be fair - Rubin 

education experience — that is not To f S 316 educat ed throughout their 
coin’s interpretation is that the way theTan^ 3 '" 31 ,?™ 0116 or an ythine. 
mentative text when writing in EnSSh rfnlf* m StU . dents write aa argu- 

is is a c.ear indication of the inffuence of P referenc e and 

dent s writing style, although they are eomnoc^”- bac . K g round on the stu- 
th^*r first ianguage. ‘ imposing m a language other than 

«*»*«* hypo. 

problems in the n revious . However, one of Z 

} carried out on English texts written by narivesn^V 3 tha i they vvere mai 'a- 
This, according to Kirkpatrick is not o ,* r , e . s P-' a l <ers of other languages 
suggested by Hind (1983), in order toY™^ ,' nveslI g ation technique. Ys 
pattern common or preferred in a particular H ^ CXaCt text or g anj 'sationaI 
the particular language written bv native ,an guage or culture, the texts in 
d.ence ,ha, speak? J, la„g“a“e ,L"! K sSS? f la "«' for an ai 
mon text organisational structure in Tnr^ aj ty sed - In order to know the com- 

forailYd d ° ne ° n fCXtS in I,ld onesian written bv’ investi g at ion 

tor an Indonesian audience. Uen * Indonesian native speakers 

THE STUDY 

Aims 

,mk ■" - ■»*«. - 

examme ,f educational experience can " "f vs s P eak « s in order ,o 

argumentative text. The reseairh c, ° , nEu ^ RCC r hetoncal structures ir an 
three groups of texts differ or resembleSrh \°k Y s,udy is: “How do the 
bottom-up analyses or based on the dYoeicYd^ baS , ed on the to P-down and 
The rationale for the choice of the ™ ono °S IC processes?” 

writing an argumentative text involtes Treason^ (argun,entativ O is that 

S a reasoning process which is poten- 
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knowledge) toVxaS'theSS stvI^fTn any formal attem P‘ (to my 
: r , Ue " by Indonesian native^ argumentative texts 

i-Jdy becomes the first work L ih; ?■ ,nd ° nesian readers or audience, this 

** "“«sary 75“ S ‘ U<ly * lso ^ 

Postgraduate study in an English SeaS J ndo " es,an students pursue their 

, ; fi i SC ' ences fie ' d but also in rhe P fipM 8 r -7’ no * onl y in the hard or 

v?n th CC r r< !!] ,g Ballard and Cl^chv tl 984^'^ $C,ences and the huma "- 
ly *n the fields of social sciene-fanH i 1984) '. u . nivers »y students, especial- 

country such as Australia, are often " human,ties in an English speaking 
Presenting logical arguments Thefff 1 ^ f wnte essa y s w bich involve 
familiar with the con?eSS5 Jlls Jf nr’ Indonssian «udents have to be 
nr.Jish m order to be able to write a «oL P h" ’ ng ar S uments acceptable in 
The subjects of this study are f 3 g0 ° d academic English essay, 
different groups. l n the fir/t r SlUJents divided ««o three 
nesiaii native speakers) studyfne in thf Indones,an students (lndo- 
graduate program in the Indoneffn hi h f year L of their four year under- 
of™?'/ ° f 8engkulu > IntkSda” wST rTf ‘ he F f CuUy of Education, 
nidi Indonesian university studers rindf The sec . ond g rcu P was made up 
undergraduate and postgraduate leffJ nat!Ve s P“k«s) studying at 
Australian National University Thf f diversity of Canberra and the 
p as ' one year, but before comLfrlf ha L VC been in Can berra for at 
-nghsh courses in Indonesia wifh Fnoin™ - hey had aIso attended intensive 
s.x m° nths . Some of teachers for a ' least 

ZZ erSlty ‘ ““Sgesting that thjfhfe fa "1 h le3chers a: an Indonesian 
final group were fen AurinH-fcff 3 good command of English. In the 
in undergraduate programs at thf ' Engl:sh native sneakers) studyina 
collected in early 1§93 Tn or f , Un 7 ers, ‘y of Canberra. All data were 
were assigned to write an arcum/n °f C ° CCt th ® da ' a from the subjects they 

Duhh my i minUteS on a S iv cn topief naS ° f f ab ° Ut 3 °° ,0 500 * ords ’ long 
p ic places. The characteristics of th/> y ’ t0 a . rg . L,e a £ a ln s t smoking in 
n be summarised in Table I below 6 COrpus and the subjects of the study 



SubJc ' rls and Corpus of the Study 


1 

I 


approximate understa'ndinfiff [tT' ed ’ text . s v/ere read carefully to get an 
each text was segmented Imo if ^ lnc: P a, . ld = as or themes in them. Then 
“ n ' s ,» suborjinaie clauses if S " nits or T u "" s «r sn»lte 

* hl P was c,ea r; for example a T ,m r ,dentjficatl0n °f interactive relation- 
such as a claim (evaluative) and I jusSif T'" tW ° different s ^ ch acts, 
A T-unit is an inrien/*nH„ a J us uncaUon (assertive). 

Based on the position and function offs including all subordinate elements 

n of ns T-umts, each text was then analysed 
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I 

I 
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sections and sub-sections ''f the Fnelich ? C le ,t lni0 ' 1 ' units and to mark the 
of the independent raiers were comnfrS,? S Q. My analysis resuIt3 and those 
or Rho (Hatch and Lazaraton 1991V thic " S S , peam ] an . ranl <-order correlation 
correlation of p = 803 X thlS reVea,S 3 re!atIvely hi ^ inter-rater's 

Argumentative text analyses 

2Su ’ll: “■ tea a, ,„ a cro 

commonly called a “top-down^nd bottom u^mr^ 0 ?™"^ 100 P i0ccsses 
y mcn-Condit (1984V She sue^ststh^n P model ; as Prosed by Tirk- 
■idered as both a dia ! cgic nro^ec^ h» f ,„ . argumentative text may be con- 

(top-down process) and S a rr P nn^!- b ,ma S ,nary readers and the writer 

t»° (i.0, J;Vptct VieSSI, 0 /. sequ “ ce 0f ^ *» » 

text ideally has section of Sit d wf" pr0Cass ’ an argumentative 
lion, solution and W '‘ h ” wilho “‘ «'«<»- 
the following figure: ~ dialogic process is summarised in 


Figure 1: 


L 


- introduction/Situation 

- Problem (Refutation) 

4- 

- Solution 

i 

- Evaluation 


The Dialogic Process in an Argumentative Text 
{Note: the arrows mean “followed by" ) 

muss 

problem area-, then to the orohll nf ?! 0rienta ‘ 10 l n of readers to the 

diiion of things. The texts m*v or m m 3 s [ a ; erTient of f he undesirable con- 

ment acknowledging the omonent’c \,i ^ n °' ^if V ® 3 rotation, or a state- 

The writer then suggests a solution CW °? tbe ISSUe d * scu f s>d - in the text. 

and finally provides an evaluation nr°a ft statement °f ideal condition, 

of the suggestea solution Accordi’na f T - a , e / Tient testifying to the; outcome 
56 u solution. According to Tirickonen-Condit (1984^ and Con- 
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am 1957 aiid 1990), in the dialogic process, the writer presumes that readers 
a a contra position in a controversial issue and the writer’s goal is to 
idkai the readers’ position to one which equals the writer’s own position. 

I :a] is not reached directly but via a series of steps or sub-goals. In addi- 
tion, m order to be more convincing, the text should address a refutation in 
OEfcr to prove that the reader’s opposing views have some weaknesses and, 
Bfeanefcre, are unacceptable and can be easily dismissed (Levin 1966; Chessel 
ard Bimstihl 1976; Wyrick 1987). 

Refutation is an important part of an argumentative text because writers 
v ; deal with objections from opponents which are difficult to dismiss 
[Levin 1966). To establish trust and belief in the readers’ mind, the writers 
an argumentative text need to pay attention to the opposite point of view, 
an I seme of the reasons for rejecting the views become convincing evidence 
:: :_:pport their claims or to show that the opponent’s views are wrong or 
—i t v ant and therefore unacceptable (Wyrick 1987; Chessel and Bimstihl 
. Similarly, Franklin suggests that the opponent’s views might have 
stwue validity; the writers, therefore, must acknowledge them in order to 
show diat they are generous and objective (Franklin quoted in Rottenberg 
1988). 

When viewed as a monologue, the focus of the analysis changes. The 
— : nologic process considers the relationships between the sequences of 
ipeech acts in the problem section of the text (Aston 1977 quoted in Con- 
nor 1990). A sequence of T-units in this section, for example, can be consid- 
ered as a claim (evaluative), a justification (assertive) and an induction (asser- 
tive l This speech act sequence in the problem section of an argumentative 
zzl is summarised in Figure 2 below: 


- A justification 

- An induction 

Figure 2: The Monologic Process in the Problem Section 




( Note: the arrows mean “followed by”) 

As seen in Figure 2, the writers normally begin their problem section by 
making a claim or an assertion announced publicly for general acceptance 
Toulmin et al 1979:29) and the claim is supported by a justification 
which is “support for the claim in the form of experience, facts, statistics, or 
occurrences” (Connor and Lauer 1988:144). Finally, the writers address cc 
induction or a logical conclusion drawn from the justification or support 
(Toulmin et al. 1984). To illustrate the sequence of speech acts in a real-life 
argument, Toulmin et al. (1979:45) give an example from a spoken text: 

A: There is a fire. 

Q: Why do you say that? 

A: The smoke, you can see it? :• 

Q: So? 

A: Wherever there is smoke, there is a fire. ‘ 

90 
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TLc claim in the above text is* u Therf* a fir#* n i »» * 4 *r 

gSP 0 " 5 the claim a " d th « infliction is: “Wherever tore faTmSke^hJels ' a 

• /; noU ? er ^Pe of statement that usually follows a justification or suonort 
1 13 Ca!led a warrant - Rottenberg (1983:1 1) defines warrant as PP 

an assumption, a belief or principle that is taken for granted r i 
It] is a guarantee of reliability [of an argument]; i t guarantees ihe 

fi aSowT-he ,he ; dationsh jP ^e support L the claim 

and the claim/ 63 ™ ^ connectIon betw een the support 

juV^eTamv'oTr'rL 8 ", " n<ler,yin * ass ,nn>Plin" (said o, unsaid) used 

RMCenberg(i98S:ll7) f P ° ‘ Cy ' Be °' V l! an cxam ple of warram from 

Claim: Larry is pretty dumb. 

Support: He cannot read above tliird-grade level 

Warrant: Anybody who cannot read above third-grade level must 

>i»> usually fo.:=v- Jusiir.ua, ion or 
In an argumentative text, the dialogic and monologic processes o 0 to*eih 

wnter s responses relaie ,o ihe numbers in i&^e^Stos) 

(Imaginary Readers’ Questions) 

What is the point of you telling me all this? 

On what ground are you claiming this? 

OK, I agree with you. How would you conclude the discussion so 

What should be done about this problem 7 
Why should we do this? 

(The Writer's Responses) 


1 . 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 



1} main 
and sub- 
ciaims 

2) Justifications 

3) Induction 
or warrant 


i 

Situation/ 

Introduction 

Problem 

4) Solution 

5) Evaluation 


Figure 3. The Dialogic and Monologic Processes in an Argumentative Text 
(Adapted from Tirkkonen-Condit 1984:221-223) 


91 


M 

to 

N 

■ 

H 

M 

a 

R 

H 

I 

I 

I 

I 


Australian Review of Applied Linguistics 

The top layer in Figure 3 is the monologic process while the bottom layer is 
the dialogic process. A.s showa evgsss, 3, , 'WtotYs %\Via. 

answeMhe k fir r r?hJ nf0rni ^ 10 H 'u argumentative text; then, in order to 
ere fhp,, fi s ’ til ''^ econ d and the third questions from the imaginary read- 
TusimcltianZ^ the P r oWem which includes the main and sub class, the 
iuesdnn hJ nrn ' " T ° r wur ? L ^ writ ™ ‘hen answer the fourth 

E question P P g 3 S ° Iutl0n ’ and P rovide evaluation to answer the 

the ™ S j^ iCated FigUre , 3 ,’ the Problem section constitutes the biggest and 

an iSlZTn^ °i L \ lm; } t° nsists 0f 3 c,3im > a justlficlfion and 
konen Condit miu? f ^ ? C [° the monologic process analysis. Tirk- 
tive *e-t The nnlri ? ,mS . th3t thlS ,S ! h ? bas,c structur e of the argumenta- 
ustifvlbe ch^ ^ fh' 5 f aSSCrt 3 C J 3!m ’ 10 introduce an observation to 
'nrpj/. , j f and then 0 ,nduce by virtue of the observation In the 

Cl’ K; wLl-T S! ° r idem »j n S > he of Ik «x, is Cited IJ. 

nalysis whiL the process or identifying the sequence of speech ac's in 
the problem section of the text is called bottom-up analysis P 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 


I ht dialogic process 

menradl^^w? 1 ! rSVeSi!f l ! ,c frequency of the sections in the students’ argu- 
mentative texts as summarised in Table 2 below: 


Text Sections 

Text Groups 

i.i. 

(n=20) 

t.E. 

(r=10) 

A.E. 

(n=10) 

Introduction 

18 

5 

5 

Problem 

Refutation 

2C 

4 

10 

r 

10 

6 

Solution 

19 

9 

7 

evaluation 

12 

4 

1 1 

Conclusion 

- 

2 

i 1 

4 1 


A Hindi i ntroduct |° T n iecdon * not used as consistently in the 

f d 1E Uxb a * H ,s In 'be I.I. texts. For instance, 18 (90%) of the 1 1 
ev i have 2 h n ; '" L '-^ ucUo " section while only 5 (50%) of the A.E and the I E.' 
J l b )S sevtion. i his evidence implies that the introduction section in 

wrSThfs nr r Xt 15 m ° re im r t3nt f ° r U witeis thaa A.E. and LE 
ar jmm'ni-!dv P r SU P p0rlS lhe vievv t!lal the introduction section in an 

g n " l , ut e l ~ \ l ' n Ia dones:-a? is more important than it is in an English 

- re-!He U f° eSl ^ d by ^ era ‘ Indonesian writers have to consider that 

Ground Wn gh ,! u 3Ve enough schemata or necessary knowledge back- 
ground to comprehend the text. T he introduction section is importarft to pre- 
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argSrma C L S , C . h r a,a b ' f ° re ^ « '”**>*« >» .he actual topic of ,he 

of the total numbe*of ^uihKm^ach texf the 'iM "T '" lroduclion section, 
number (35.8%), while the A F ?„d i r \ h ? Z ^ also had the biggest 

pectively. Although this f s ^relat vely s^ Me. ef” , a " d l5 3 % 
certain ways. In Indonesian the in fr J„!r! d,ff 5 renc e. it is important in 
enough information (especially for ?' secnon of a text should have 
the topic of the text) to exnS Z fZ Wh ° may know ^ry little about 
text (Keraf 1992). In English on theZthZhZZ^ t0 understand the whole 
their introductory section brief Wyrick n987'66wiff rS ^ ex . pected ,0 kee P 
the eifect created by a long introduction- “r U ‘!f^ an . a,iaJo 3y to explain 
give the appearance of a fail wagcdno the doo” ie T ad ' ln . s in short texts often 

Indonesian, English writers are adf ise°d fo k-p tnefr 'imZZZ*' Unli - ke in 
and direct as possible. tneir lntrc duction as simple 

write i ^English ahTl^'wnLTs^^^mre 0 in'n^’ ian writers who 

ical style than by the Indonesian rhemri—i /] uenc< r d by the En £ b sh rhetor- 
argumentative text. One explanation fo- tbXZZ eaSt when they write an 
writers, like other Indonesian student c!^ P hc ” omenon is that the I.E. 
country, have learned English for at feast JR 1 ” 8 - 2n . En § 1 'sh speaking 

schools and for one or fwd years In Z 1 Y Z J , UJ V 0r and senior high 
native English speakers ,l aR Intensive English course taught by 

country, tlSy *? En -= ,ish Al 
tation of the academic discourse ^ nt, J? g si V^ to suit the expec- 

especially m terms of the linearity of dhlir p 3 r f ng ;:h sr,e;ll:: 0 ? country, 
their educational experienced have irfn, !l g Sh lex,s - In » lh 't word! 

is» ' 

problem section, while only 4 (20%i 5 he T T f^ 35 3 r u efutation ia 'he 
Examples of refutation in 

1 ^weTlt'Sey^ as fa * 

2 ‘ the" saL°of^ smoking in public places for 

but...’- (I.E.8) g ,,,uiv ^ ua ' s r ‘gnt of freedom of choice, 

3. A smoker would complain if I brought my car t~ the r nn-l h^r n 

The common pdtteS^^ food ’ but - • (A.E.7)' “ 

ment recognising the opponent’s view whkht/'o iS^hV^ t£XtS ls a stale ' 
ment using adverse con Actives ar7n l0l, ° Wed by a contras '- s » a te- 

such as “but”, “however” or “yet” Honary complex of concession, 

° f Che A.E, and the 

writers) lend not to consider the opposing v™s in"llI"ir° J neS ' an ° he U lext 

^Fusing views in their argumentative texts. 
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reffji^inn nC Th h °M S (TaWe 2) *?““ th u IL texts have the smalIest frequency of 
argument’' ™ < h iT $ W " t< L W J at J Hateh ( 1992:185 > calls a “one-sided 

writers Kerl? .Qi?f r ? nCe ^ ^ dUC ‘° CU,tUral P referenc es of the 
writina in TnH f 992) ’ for , example ’ suggests that Indonesian writers, when 
nting in Indonesian, rarely want to consider other people's views because 

or econm ^ ’ espec ?2 I, y those wh ° are older or from a higher social 
exohna^for fhf’ 1S , considered culturally impolite. Another possible 

do no? wS to d?,trT . Cnt:C1Sm u y the Indonesian writers is Sat they 
small commimitv^T d - S0 .? ia ‘ or group harmony, especially with people in a 
II L T 7' A sim,lar suggestion was made by Rubin et al (1990) 
ata^Tnv^ 1 apane l e Students "» educated in ordeJ- to avoid b^ing for or 

iusmis imnonaTr W*"" 8 ’ Acc ? rd,n g to this study, this avoidance of crit- 
lm portar.t in Japanese culture m order to keep group harmonv or in 
order to avoid social conflicts between the group members. * 

texts "^'e^rnnhpH- 1' fference ’ Particularly between the I.I. and the A.E. 
the ^exts ?thf finnf ° glC f Pr0CeSS ° r the macro organisational structure of 
shows that th f . f a i q .® nCy ° f occurrence of the evaluation section. Table 2 
sho AS that the evaluation section is not used as consistently in the ^ E texts 

section wh£ 6 * <10 ® ) ° f lh ‘ AE ' <«* has an evaTuS 

unhV rhell , LL texts havc this section. This indicates that, 
ilw he I.I. te\i writers, the majority of A.E. writers do not iust^v their 

S- 1 " °< her words, the AE. writers only propoTJ suggest 
1116 reai0ns for tne importance or the value cf the outcome 
ments K? m f uggest,on . s E f-amples cf the evaluation statements or h-ag- 

tranciar f k ‘® X S given below (for practical reasons, o.ily the English 
translation of the text fragment is presented here): ° 

4 ' "SlfcSh! public places if yo “ d0 " M * «■» 

5. Smoking in public places is considered to be amoral and selfish and 
therefore people should not smoke there.” (1 1.5) 

6 ® yaV °. ,d L n8 smok,n g ,n public places, smokers participated in this 
coumy s development program; that is to develop a healthy nation." 

Tne evidence of the evaluation section seems to indicate that the majority of 
S® 1 ;!* ext wr,ters recognise the persuasive value of their argumentative text- 
tha is, to persuaoe the readers to do something or to change their views on a 
cernin controversial topic. As Conner and Lauer (1985) sugg™' 

texts' V Accordin a °aCn ** p0 . W r erful e!ements in successful argumentative 
“anne.ak fn rhi ! w ™° T a ? d Lauer 0985:315), the effective appeals arc 

son P a P | relevance, 'such as Z" a*'g« JTnd’Toy”®'™ 8 “ en,0 “ 0n ^ ^ per ' 

exts, and i.ene or the I.I. texts have a conclusion section From a prescrip- 

t ve text* 1 frrTi 1 thC CO " clU e S,on is an important section of an arg^menta- 
^ ext h Adding to Keraf (1992), the function of the conclusion is to 
refresh the readers’ memory on what has been achieved so far and why th? 
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and ,he fr ac “P ,ab "- ■"» rare 
the writers’ perception of the nnmn SI » e f 0UpS of tbe l ® xts mi ght be due to 
are trying to change the readerf’ onnnc ° ^unientahve text, in that they 
those of the writer. Thus the write^mf 'hfh* S0 / bat correspond with 

had been achieved after nrnnncl S mig , bl bave bought that their purpose 
for the solution. “ PP " g SOme solutlon and Providing the evaluation 

dialogic proceTs^as shown inTable 2 isTh gr ° Up - ? of texts in terms of th « 
solution section : a ” oHhe tet * (WM h . e n COnslSten ‘ USe of P roble ™ and 
majority of them have a Volut?o„^ «£SS? ) A? 3 pr ° ble! ? sec:ion and ^ 
the three groups of texts seem in Tb ° suggesls that the writers of 

lem-solving pScesV as s ^ tentative task as a orob- 

(1987), indhat the 1! 984) and C6nnor 
particular controversial issue The wriiJv^ h 6 a - - Dr ? blem In viewing a 
in order that the readers’ view on 5»£K2? ^ 

The Monologic Process 

tive texts reveals seveS]' dff/SenceT amoS^the^h^^ 0 " ° f thc ar ^ umenta - 
distribution cf sub-sections ^^P%np° K S h f three grou P s of ,exts - The 
section of the three groups of texts £ 2S£r£ W<£ Pr ° b,em 


lext Sub-sections sn 
the Procieni section 


Claim 


Table 3: 



Bottom-up Analyses Results 

of ..xH thjfrequency *«““» <*«*» «* three groups 

text writers use it i more consSS th»n V“£' C (T“ : Ihe A E ‘ and the IE - 
of the A.E. texts and eight (W^ofSe^E teiu*? 1 Wn ‘f \ AH (100%) 
only four (20%) of the 1 1 texts Lh c r k texls r |jf ve sub-claim /s while 

seem to follow the pattern siiesterf hi Tt S Phe J A ‘ E - ar ‘ d I-E. texts 
in an argumentative text cannci C hp r T*tkkonen-Condit (1984): the goal 

several mi.,; arguments each of whldthalT 0 ^ 1 ™ 1 m - ust P roceed through 
induction. This seauenlp nf LpIu t u ‘ 3 C,aim ’ a Justification and an 

■he lext. T„e b«2“fdow„T“ he SnlST ’ >? W . em “="°" ° f 
be for the Durpose of mak-ncr -hp nrfw ” C dIm Int ° sevsral suo-claims may 
common speech act ^DaTertfnthPnrnhf ’ * 3 manageable case solve. The 

traced in the text example below (Enghsh^ext #°" ° f :J? e A u E - tex l S 1S ii,us - 
umversity student): ' e sn lext # _ written byr an Australian 
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He/she can do as he/she wishes. (20) In 
this case the smoker has the right. (25) 

But, in public, the smokers should not 
have the right since the act they are 
engaging in affects other people. 

-Conclusion (2 2) Therefore, many strong reasons exist 

supporting the argument that smoking 
should be banned in public places due to 
the ill effects of passive smoking. (23) It 
is simply unjust for people to suffer 
smoking's undesirable effects when they 
do not wish to. (24) Smoking is a danger- 
ous habit and a health hazard. (25) It sure- 
ly must be limited to private places only. 

Note: The numbers refer to the T-units in the text. 

In contrast, the 1. 1. texts tend to have a single ci 2 im which is then sup- 
ported by several statements of justification, and a few of them have an asser- 
tive induction. An example of the common speech act pattern in the problem 
section of the I.I. texts is shown in the foriowirg example (the Indonesian 
Text "17 written by an Indonesian native .'peaker — the original Indonesian 
text is given in the Appendix): 

Text 1 . 1 . 17 ' — 

Section Function T-units 

[Dialogue] [Monologue] 

-Introduction (1) In today's modern era, technology advan- 

cement is improving. (2) Various machines 
and equipment are created to satisfy people's 
needs which always improve. (3) And so do 
the cigarette factories which always im- 
prove; (4) many different cigarettes have 
been and are being made and it has caught a 
special attention of businessmen. (5) Tt is a 
fact that a cigarette has been one of the 
people’s needs that can not be neglected bv 

some people because cigarettes can satisfy 

and please them. (6) This is one of the 
views held by the people who have been 
dependent on cigarettes. (7) If we analyse the 
above views, they actually contradict each 
other because cigarettes can cause several 
kinds of diseases, especially internal diseases 
’ 'such as lung diseases and so on. (8) Various 
efforts have been made to get cigarettes; (9) 
i seme even do illegal actions such as stealing 

and so on, because they have been very 
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dependent on cigarettes that can in fact put 
themselves in to danger. 


-Problem 


-Main claim (10) Cigarettes are also dangerous for people 
who do not smoke but happen to be near 
someone who smokes and inhales and the 
smoke exhaled by the smoker or the smoke 
coming from the burning cigarette. 

-Justification (11) Medical scientists have carried out 
research about the danger of smoking 
especially in public places. (12) Smokers 
inhale a smaller quantity of nicotine in the 
cigarette than do the passive smokers. (13) 
This often can be found in a taxi or in a par- 
ticular room where there are often many 
people. 


-Induction (14) Thus, we have to consider that cigarette 
is dangerous for smokers or other people 
who indirectly inhale the cigarette smoke. 


-Solution ( 1 5) Tl'.erefore, let us change our attitude 

m .-. anci stQ P smoking at public places. 

&ote: The numbers refer to the T-units in the text 

The above nvo representative examples show a significant difference be- 
tween the common speech act pattern in the LI. and in the A.E. texts; the 
A.E. text writers utilise more ideas to support their position in the controver- 
sial topic and tc weaken the position of their opponents in order to influence 
their readers. The 1.1. writers, on the other hand, tend to use only a single 
idea or do without any sub-claim. Logically, the more relevant the ideas used 
to convince readers to follow the writer’s position on the controversial topic, 
the more persuasive the text will be. However, the quality of the ideas in 
terms of the relevance of the sub-claims, the reliability of the justification or 
support, and the variation of the techniques used, such as analogy and 
illustration, will also determine the quality of an argumentative text. 

Another important difference among the three groups of texts, although 
not very significant, is the frequency of the occurrence of induction 
(assertive). Fable 3 indicates that the A.'ij. texts use induction the most 
frequently (the frequency is 70%), while only 3 (30%) of the I.E. texts and 5 
(25%) of the 1. 1 texts have an induction. In other words, in terms of the 
occurrence ot induction, the I.I. texts are similar to the I.E. texts rather than 
to the A.E. texts. Examples of the assertive induction in the A.E. texts are 
given below; 


7. “I thmk it is extremely unfair for the innocent person to suffer bad 
health due to someone else’s smoking.” (A.E.2) 
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gerrisk^fS^Hn^f 1110 ^ 5 inhale the exha,ed smoke . they run a big- 
fhe smokers g Sdvc g s (aI?^ Cigare “ e di$eases tha " 

9 - mUSS 1 . SSrjKi? no "' sn,okers a ‘ risk fM lhe a 

21 VSp^^fSSSStS £? •? ■*««• 

Af B tk W aid Srt nSaTeff enis (the ' L r d ,he ,E - “««S« 

ir. judging l%uj t y o 7 ,- ^ lw ° V**™ 

“Is the reasoning sound?” AcSSSwrS A e ? denCfc Sood?" and 
ledge of logic to answer the £3 ° ? 30(1 E ‘ rk >. readers use their know- 

tween the claim and justification or support is logicaT ^nTthiVr^"'' b& ' 
resented m an induction Thk finri;„n 1 s l0 S lca *_— and this link is rep- 

chy’s (1984) claim that one of t£ film confirm BaIIard a " d Clan- 

produced by Asian students (incliirtinaTH 11 w ® aK ”® ss ® s of th e English texts 

0l " The C s- ar f Ument> as ex P ected in EnglishTanguagewJking 67 *“* reaS ° Red 

process, 'aTseen hTabl? ^ tiE^SitenfJse of" h™ ° f the monoio ? ic 
justification. The majority’of the wri‘m 5 ! t of sub-sections of claim and 
take a side or posiS treating 7rnZ recogn.se that they have to 

argumentative composition, and fvery clarni7urS‘^°'e?drto n b " 8 »" 
supported or justified. J " orv -“*“ ..eeas to bv logically 

CONCLUSION 

. T** ' m P or *ant condustons 

logic analyst's point of \iiew text . sl ™ cture «r_lhe dia- 

Indonesian students) are different from th*. i rf n ^ oae si a n .ests written by 
ten by the Australfen sTudenBl fe Z? * E I ,eXtS (the En * lish writ- 
length of the introJu^SoraSX e<1 “ r" Cy occ,;r ™“ a "d U» 
tatton section. On these two sections the te' UxifnCi^t 01 1116 refu ' 

more similar to the A E texts than »« mJ r r ti,e I E - texts are 

quency of occurrence^' iXVon t£ p \ ^ Hovv2ver ’ ™ the fre- 

texts than to the A 1 E text* tS nth the , LE f texts are more similar to the I.I. 

.he U. tests (the Indonesian* texts 
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respects. This evidence shows that, since they have been trained to adopt the 
rhetorical structure or features acceptable in English texts by their English 
teachers, the Indonesian students have tried to use the English rhetorical 
structure or features when they write in English, although they may not be 
completely successful in this. 

Finally, the rhetorical structures of argumentative texts in Indonesian and 
in English seem to be different due to the cultural differences and the differ- 
ences in academic writing conventions. Therefore, Indonesian EFL learners 
need to learn the preferred rhetorical text structures in English argumentative 
texts in order that their writing in English becomes more comprehensible to 
native speakers of English. Similarly, English native speakers also need to 
learn and be familiar with the preferred rhetorical styles of Indonesian, particu- 
larly those of argumentative texts, when they write in Bahasa Indonesian. 
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APPENDIX 

The II. 17 original text (a representative example of the Indo- 
nesian argumentative text written by an Indonesian native 
speaker university student) 

(!) Di jaman moderen sekarang ini, kemajuan teknologi semangkin 
meningkat. (2) Berbagai mesin dan peralatan diciptakan untuk memenuhi 
tuntutan masayarakat yang senantiasa berkembang. (3) Begitu juga dengan 
perusahaan rokok yang senantiasa berkemabng. (4) Aneka macam rokok % 
diciptakan dan mendapat perhatian khusus dari para pengusaha. (5) Harus kita 
akui bahwa merokok merupakan salah satu kebutuhan manusian yang tidak 
dapai ditinggalkan oleh kalangan masyarakat tertentu karena merokok dapat 
menentramkan dan menyenangkan diri. (6) Inilah salah satu pendapat 
sebagian masyarakat yang sudah tergantung ^engan rokok. (7) Jika kita 
anaiisis pendapat di atas maka hal terseout justru bertolak belakang adanya 
karena rokok dapat menimbulkan bermacam penyakit, terutama penyakit 
dibagian dalam seperti paru-paru dan lain sebagainya. (8) Berbagai usaha 
dikerhkan untuk mendapatkan rokok; (9) bahkan ada yang sampai nekat 
mencuri karena merteka sudah begitu tergantung dengan rokok yang justru 
akan membahayakan diri mereka sendiri. 
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(10) Rokok juga dapat membahayakan diri orang lain yang kcbetulan 
terhisap asap rokok yang keluar dari mulul atau hidung perokok atau yang 
dari rokok yang sedang terbakar, (11) Kalangan medis pernah melakukan 
penelitian mengenai bahaya merokok terutama di tempat-tempat umum. (12) 
Kadar nikotin yang ditimbulkan oleh siperokok lebih kccil terhisap oleh 
siperokok itu sendiri dibandingkan dengan yang terhisap oleh orang yang 
berada di dekat siperokok (perokok pasif). (13) Hal ini seing kita jumpaidi 
dalam taksi atau ruangan tertentu dimana orang banyak seimg berada. 

(14) Jadi harus kita sadari bahwa rokok sangat berbahaya bagi siperokok 
atau orang yang secara tidak langsung menghirup asap rokok tersebut 
(15)Maka untuk itu marilah kita mengubah perilaku kita yang terbiasa 
merokok di tempat-tempat umum. 

Note: The numbers refer to the T-units in the text 



